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Basa n preliminary interviews with 40 adults, an

instrunent wvas devised'for assessing voters' uses and gratifications’

- of viewing television nevs about presidential campaigns. When this

~ instrument vag used to survey 226 persons of voting age, an analysis’

. by orthogonal rotation of the data produced a six-factor solution
accounting for.52.6% of the variance. The six factors were labeled

(1) avoidance (the most potedt of the six: factars);A(E[ conversation,

" (3) para-=social interaction, (u) surveillance (general information
seeking), (5) entértainment, and (6) selectivity. The results, ’

largely consistent with eatlier research on the subject, add some
potentially important insights via the use of more extemnsive,

- 'open=-ended preliminary interviews and the consequent devel>pment of a

- larger inventory of relevant items for testing. In using a lergthier

- and more sophisticated categorical scheme :to measure gratifications . -
relevant to political newvs, it became possible to make soms

potentially useful distinctions about what' Rind of surveillance '
gratifications are most relevant to different ‘types of people

_attempting to make vote decisions. The findings, such as these : .
pointing to comedy entertainment as a viable orientation for-. .~ :
political cynics, also suggested that some latent,. ssc;ally awkward.

‘and systematically dysfunctional gratifications not only can be ‘
‘articulated by respaﬁdents. but more impgztantly can be emp;rically

understaad. (BL)

Pt

::it:*i*t#iti**t*;#;*t:#t***;*¢*$*¢:$*¢********¢$**m¢¢**$*t****tt*****#
* ' Repraduct;ans supplied by EDRS are the .best that can be made S %

L fropn the original document. *
i*it*#*#i***##*#*it***##*******t*****#**********#*;*##***$t¥****t******

o o , v S




e g e e T S TR T,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION"
vy snucﬂm}tﬂ; RESOURACES INFORMATION -

: ,~ GENTER (EAIC) - R f A

T '7C¥hh db;umant has beeh reproduced &s T - e -

s racelved from the parson o uruunlxmlnn L E E
originatingit.’ . o

e - - LL Minor :hnngu have besn ﬁgdﬁ ta Impruw L N
7 Sl mpmducﬂgn quatliy. . *E;\Q . Co

] Pﬂmu nl view or ﬁpl smgd In “ﬂl deau-

S
mani do not necessanly l!prlﬁnl official I;AIE
position or nﬂln:\r ]
T . .
Al =

n =5

N

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS . .~ . . y
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY oo N :

Laurence A._lenner

Iy - 70 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES - ) _ o :
. R , - INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).""

Lawrence A. Wenner o L
Assistant Professor

Departmenf of Communication Arts
- - ' Lsyala Harymaunt Unlvers;ty

2 } o - _ e ‘ ‘ Lo
Papgr to be presented on the Tap Three Ccmpet;t;ve ?apers in

‘?' Mass Communication prggram at the annual meeting of the Speeeh
:R _ Ccmmun;caflan Assaclatlcn, New York, November 1980,
P _ . - . ;
(72
o




\,xwafks for 1nqu;ry into audienee ori

- a brlef explpratary)perlgd which look

grat;flcatlans mlgh

‘effects. The 1@gic f@rFusing gratifi

o _’PDLTTTCAL-NEWE-GNifELEViSIéNr

v ﬁf AT AUDIENCE USE AND AVDIDANCE QRIENTATIDNS_;

sl Ty

'Dver'thé past”few yeafslwe have sean the uses and gratis'

fieaflans apprcaeh ta the sfudy af medla gain stfadi}yhln

J

areas where _the approach has heav;ly 1nf1uenced maﬂy pf the 1n-,='

\

sfudys palltical ccmmunlcat;an researehers who have 1nccrpsrafed

uses and gratifleatleﬁs maasuresv;n t
\

Eurevltchl suggestlan to 1néérpgrate

as ;ntEFVéﬁlng variables which eauld

;g,:nﬂ

- .._..-u-r

\"

tat;ans and cgnsqugnt\

L

dlst;ngul_

\i

varlables, as Kfaus and Davis suggest

Meéia uses or gratlflcatlens can be causally linked  ,
to specific predlspa51tléns t@ward pal;tical action.

' . These predispositions can be used to explain specific
actions.™-In this approach, medﬂa use is not -directly
linked to pélitical action as ;n the hypaderm;c model.
Instead, it contributes to a process in which

. types of political predispositions are formed,
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be, begun to heed the Katz, Blumler and

cations as’intarveﬁiﬁg

s appears qulfe scund.r

arious
hléh

ﬁ%}r stud-es havg, §fter

Ay

ed into what the rélevaﬁt'

,papularlty te becomé Qne af fhe damlnanf thEEretical frame%‘i;’;_g:';:
b'béhaVlQT- Pclltleal eammun;eat;an research has @eeﬁ one af many

qu;r;es. As in cther related gcntenf or prcgram bgund areas Qf *ﬁa\

&

the gratifi atlcn measures:‘




__gEWtimately influence pgllticél aefian- The'pfdcess\;«
" ‘clan be influenced by other social or psycbglaglcal
:>;variab1es. 'Research must specify the particular :
~conditions whlch encourage or attenuate auch a pr@cess.z

¥

Undaubtgdly, part Qf spgclfylng those “partleular ccnditlgﬁs"

'

requires that researchers csm\)te a-th rﬁugh understandlng and
e@thnleat;Qn cgnsumptian pr@eess. While it can be seen thaf a
1fj | eansansus cf sorts has been reached abcut what gfat;flcatlcns
»‘3:1_&,,1. ey ,‘:v,, gtk e S g P

S0 ape lndeed relevant to pglatlcal eammunlcatlcn, thlS eansensus

' a,,%:{_¥ has 1argely come abaut fram an uﬂdue rellanee ‘on the early

research by Elumler and HcQualla rather than fhrgugh any anga;ng

attempt—fc ,cme to a mare thgraugh understandlng cf those

-

"
.o
o
S

E g%atlflcatlanj and\the palltieally met;vated anteeedant candif;gns

w?;eh may be 11nked to the needs wh;gh make them relevant-

|
.‘{ -) Clear%y our attempts to- understand the rale of grat;f;eat;ans
= ’ ‘ . !ﬂ

§ ;_> ¥ explare the range of gratlflqatlgns relevant to pel;tieal

: Eammunlgatléns. nggcver, as Katz has suggested, the research :

3 in this area has almost eiclusively"facuggd on thé manifest or -

&

FEDN explaratiaﬁ into the mgre latent fUﬁctlens which "trlggér
A K 2 1 N [ \1
ST ;nterperaenal and 1ntrapersaﬁal mechanlaﬁs which make for active

partie;pat;cn'rather than just raf;anal calcuiat;an or detached

| gbservatian““‘éf the politi¢al prccess- Finally, the premature
{!‘QC sensus _has to some deg‘ee stifled our explaratians into
o Hhetner’médiafrelevaﬁt political gratlflcatians differ signi-

ficantly ffam one cauntry to ancther, from one palltlcal system

. . ’ ’ o ’ N
" / ' = ’

o reach aémg consensus cf the gratlf cat iens relevant tD ¥he pﬂlltlcal

-in- media effects may be Eubverfed by a fallure to mare dillgently

lg narmatlve gratlf;cat;ans relevant to pclltlcs and has dcne llttle'
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v fc ansther,paﬁd frem ane medla system té anafher.. WhiIé»it

WQEld seém fhat thesé élfferenees cculd ?ery 11kely serlcusly

j‘tervene in sur understaﬁdlng ef the graf;f;catlan satlsfact;cng”

N
nz

=

pracess 1n a pérf;cular scclety, we have yet tg explare whethér .

v thése are 1ndeed dlfferences whlch maka a dlffEPEﬂQE.; Ffom»"

aF B L7 H -
th;s perspect;ve, it seems clear fhat cur explaratcfy werk ;a~ ;-;

i

B .t L I t
, 'nat yet éane.<r ‘ A o ¢ L R T

The flrst ma]@r uses and gratiflcatlgns stuéy of ?Dlltiéal

mass cammunlcatlcns by Elumler and MeQua 15 prbv;ded just such

. ) gn explcrat;cn.i Threugh exfen51ve 1nterv1ew1ng, thay deveiaped

L a catégary systEm faﬁ daébrlblng var;cus uaes and avoidances Qf

i Su

E

all types of téléVlEan prcgrammlﬁg whlch featured pdllt cal _‘
v candldates durlng the 1964 Brlt;sh national electjbﬁ They

used 51ght statements w1th wh;ch to deflna:each @fff;ve-éateggfies f
"I of gratlfieatians lnvalved iﬂ‘watehihg political Prégramming.

L

The five gratlflcatlan categcrles were: 1)Survéillanéa=

ik .-

| (based on Lasgaellg anﬁ erght‘ natlans), 2)Vcta Guldance,

B}Antlclpated Cammunlcatlcn, M)Excltemént ,and 5)Re1nfercement'

*

: (Df a pre—exlstlng pél;t;cal v;ew). ; e

" In add;t;an, Blumler and McQuall developed three caTEgariés

N Df reasons. far aVGlﬂlﬁg programs whlch featured Pclltlcal

cand;dates. l)Partlsanshlp (because the viewer had already

- madé a vcting dedlsion) E)Palltlcal Allenatlaﬁ, and 3)

Relaxaflcﬁ (that 13, the viewer dldn't watch palltlgal.pragram—

.- ming because.;t wasn't zelaxlng to dafsa)g' While it shouyld be
- . 1 ‘ e : g ‘ - . ‘ K -
: ‘remembered that the Blumler and McQuajl study, the first of its

kiﬁd,’waéjexplerétary, the inadéquaéy of their scheme of uses

;aﬁd&avaidances seems obvious in 1ightlef their fiﬁdingsg Théy
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- faund far 1nstance,_that Qver 5& pércent*tf xhe v1ewers whg
' \

T watéhed pal;ticéi pragrif

:,ng d;d scianly TDr “surve;llanca“ .

=

- reasang 19 This is aét surPrlslngEWhen ‘one . lacks elasely at

f,urv2111ance“ funetlgn was def;ned.. The twa mcst

*

ihighly;én'crsed “survalllance“ Statements in the study were.

U
wrl-
ﬂm

l)"Ta see Dme party w;ll def;f it gets 1nta pawer f andgi:

2)“Ta keep 'up w;th the maln issues of the daﬁ w1l |

' The, pggﬁiéh w1'”7

"'anly begln to scrat;

Y

'Eh kiﬁds Qf statements’ is that they

the surface af the televis _,ﬂ!,lEWEPlSaA

‘underlyiﬁg needs of pcllt;cal pr@grammlng on televis lon. $he

' statements fail to" gat at why the 1nd;v1dual fee{s thaizlga‘_ B
g : . -

the 1nd1v1dual feels the need “ta eep up with the malﬁ lssggs

: "te see vhat some party w111 do if it gets ‘into pQWET"

of . the day."‘ This prab&ém is not ﬁnlque te the Blumlér apd@
MCQuall‘Etudy& It has pPlagued much of the uses and gratlfl—

“Aca%iaﬁs research whlch has attempted ta measure Lasswell S

i R ] ; A A - =
surve;llance functlcni

The more recent studles “have not remedied thls pr@blém. f

- i

In fact the prablem may hgve been furthar ccmpllcated In a
panel stddy, HcLead and Beckerlz attempted to test the'valldlty

v of fhe Blumler and HcQuall gratlflcatlan andiavaldance measures' '

?‘far explalnlng pal;t;cal terav1slan use ‘in the Amerlcan 1972 ?;'
pr351dentlalxaleailan campalgn.g The study f@und supp@rt for ﬁ
the general ypothesis that the gratlf;catlcn and avaldance : -

LR

, 1tems‘expla1, d var;an%e in pclltlcal effects measures (e.g., - f%

o

N . i‘ f 5 3 & 4:7 & . : o L 3 L] L] L] )
ssue accuracy, prchabilify of VQtlﬂg, interest 1n the*campalgn,

p itical d1scu551on, ete.) over and abgve that explalned by the_33i

: | | . o
Co Vo . A "
' Lo 3 :




_snrve;llance functlan may hava been deflnad.‘

i R _ _ -
L é?affge and Izcaray, bulldlng on the research methad@lcgy
&evel P

!_ [ \l ‘\ . ’

| med;a expgsure var;ableé.lg MgLead and Beekér dad llttle tc'

=;remedy the prablém 1nhérent in applylng Blumler and McQua;l's use
:ané avgidange sfatemEﬁts (develaped for both thg Brltlsh system

Df lecf;ans ‘and telev151gn br@adeastlng) ta the Amerlcan system .

i# L]

7rCtlQDE and felev151cn braadcast;ng.= In‘additian, they

fa;led\tc note the ba51c weakness ln the Way in whlch the

o

/
ed by McLead -and Becker, tesfed the valldlty @f the

'Blumler and McQuail gratlflgatlen and ava;dance measures in a }

study of ggvegﬁment and PDlltiEal news use in Venezuela.lg

e s

*They used twu SEts of identical gratlflcaf;gn aﬁd avoidance

;tems*'cne set fér telev451an news and one fer newspapers.- ‘The’

two aets were factér analyzad tcgether, yleldlng two general

' one’ fcr newspapers), a vote guldance factor (linked w;th inter-,

* ]

persgﬁal palltlcal d;scussian), a selective avoidance factar
(avcldlng because cpln;ans abcut polltlcs hadgglready been

farmed), and a selective expasure factor (suggest;ng r21nfarca-

ment vleW1ng and feadlng) They found 1lttle Supp@rt fap\McLegd f

and Becker s hypafhas;s that medla grat;f;catlaﬁ -and avaldanaé

L.

'1tems expla;ned add;tlonal var;aﬂce in PDlltlEal effects

measures beyond that. explalned b medla expasure varlables.15

Swansan moved away frgm réli nce on the Blumler and '

. Mcgbail gratlflcaticn and avaldan measures and cancentrated

\

_1nsteadssi two speclfle pellt;cal media uses: d7_451ana1 i

.util;ty anﬁ ;ntérpersenal ut;lltyf' His main’ hypétheéis of .

L] o .ow

&



_;;nterest was. that persens whg scare h;gh on measuras ef 31ther

:=decisi nal or 1ﬁtérperscnal utll;ty w;ll be ExpDSEd taxmpre
-‘”palltlcal ccmmunlcatlan that peaple who sc@re law Qn‘such measures. .
'Swansan feund a s;gnlflcaﬁt PGSlthE relatlanshlp batween dEClSlDﬂal

uflllty and politlaal medla axpaéure, but nat bétWEéﬁ 1nterﬁ .

= = . . . . H

’ﬂpersanal utlllty and expasure_ls . o o

Mcre PEQEﬁtly, Becker has looked closely at whether the
Blumler and McQuall gratlflcafién 1tems measured accurately the

fbreadth of médla relevanfypolltleal grat;f;catlcnsi In one report

evaluat;ng fG&T data sets Eecker s gcal was to "prav1de 1nf

mafl on, as tc whethar the battery af 1tems in use is complegf and

‘

what structure eglsts amanggt fhe 1téms.“17 " In axplcr;ng tha

. _ g , :
possibili fles, Eecker, in gather;ng one. cf ghe feur(égta sets, A

cgnduéfed some’ prellmary 1ntervlews wh;eh chtalned twa open=- -

A -

ended quast;@ns;gbaut the reasons peaple did or did not pay
attention to wpolitical news broadcasts. While he found that

) ! = . YE‘- 7 - h = B
"the list neads %c be expaﬁdéd to include.avcidances because of ..

pETEELVEd polltlcgl bias in the media," the main conc clusion he  ¥’

develcped by Blumler and HcQuall seem
nlB

sver adequa 1 the range of relevant thlvatlons

"u

.Eé;ker suggestS'ihat "it also is elear that ra;p@ndeats will

'-ﬁ@t ﬁacessar;ly voluﬁtaer the same gratifications and aveldances
\#

-t& gpan-anded questlons as are tapped thréugh the clasedsended

gratifications and avoidance lists."19 Tt may be that w;th,
£ . . - - L.
only twoyapan—aﬁged questions thrown in amongst ElDS%d;Eﬁdéd

questions, Becker may have limited his ability to-ascertain more

sensitively the range of non-normative fupg
, ) /.

t%@ns*related to

]

: political»média-ﬁsegﬁ

i

E lC Ai‘i o




Even Wlth Beeker 5 aftempts, researehers have nat yet

?

i ?begun te ereat;vely understand the reasans peaple g;ve for- v;ew;ng

%
&

'iar avaidlng pel;tical 1nf@rmat;an an teiév151en ncr have they e

!

' ?begun to adequatqu expra;ﬁ why certaln klnds af functlans ex;st.A
Qne EEEmlngly unnct;ced pr@blem is. that mast studles havg bEEﬁ
ii?fied tc a llmifed parspectlve af what the ranga of . p6551ble uses =§§

may be and, 1n tha ma;n have falled to adequately probe beyand

a?superflc;al aperat;anal def;nltlan of the surve;llance functlen‘;

‘,as @ut;;neé by Lasswell_many years ago. The.present study.

. attempts. to re-assess fhéAPDSSiEilitiéS.iﬂv%ié uses aﬁd‘grétifiéa; |

'; i.' ’ ‘v‘-b! .i;;- !i:‘.‘g 3 i .:i'!i ‘ Toom .! ) * ) L] -
tions assac;ated_witﬂ viewing political information on television.

In additigﬁ, this. study begins to explore why the different
orientations towards paiificai media eiist. in'érder to do thiég_
tha use of the mass ‘media by 1nd1v1dﬁals is c@nceptuallzed as |

al 1aw level farm of pal;tlcal partlclgatlcn., Varlables whlch

" have baen suggested by M;lb“ath 20 Verba and N1321 ,nd af@grs to

be the best- predlctcrs of hlgh levels of PDlltlcéi aﬁticlpatién

are used to expla;n political medla GrléﬁtaTlQnS; Féllowing:the-

Katz, Blumler, and Gurev1tch22 mcdel Df medla uses and gratifi-
.catlcﬁs, béth the relevant social and psychalcglcal pregietafég

af pallfica%spart;cipatleﬁ ane used tc facil;tate such an ex-
=

Planat;cn. o o - {
'METHODOLOGY ~ ° | - o s
In order to better focus the study, both for-the researcher

‘and for the respondents, a decision was made ‘at the start of the
inquiry to iim;t its soepe to the use. and av@iéanéé;of one
péﬁticulax’type of political programming on te;év1slcn. As

4 j,
Y




R =fz~”(_:'=v : . ;,‘1 - ;};;:[
,netwerk evenlng news pregremm;ng eeemed te be fhe meet eeelly_

P L F

'iident;fiable source of . lﬁfarmat;en ebeut the pree;dentlel

eempe;gn en telev;31en, 1f wee eheeen as. the eree fcr etudy.

-5 . =

The dee;e;dn te 11m1t the study in thle menner wee beeeé ‘on fhe
; eseumptleﬁ that 1f ell ferme ef leltlEal lnfermet;en presented

on telev1e;en (peld e&vertieemente, peld pellfleel pregrammlng,

1nterv1ew pregreme, leeal ‘news pregreme, the preeldentlel o

- mpr——

'debatee, efe ) were 1ne1uﬁed the reeulfe weuld be mlﬁ;maily

ueeful beeauee ef the bullt—ln eeuree ef eenfue;en over wh;eh
: ef the typee ef pel;t;eel progremmlng wee the eeuree ef what
type ef gfetlfleetlen; By more eleeely fceueing the area fer

study, it was aeeumed we could better underetend the relefleneh;p

_emeng medle functions.
Graduate students enrolled iﬂ‘, peiitieel meee'eemmunieetiene

'eemlner*at the Un;verelty ef Iowa eendueted heur—leng foeueed

1nterv1ewe w;th ferty peeple in the Iewe Clty, Iewa area in’

erder te find out why people wetehed or why they avelded ‘'watching ,

preeldent;el campalgn coverage on netwerk newerpregreme.

Interv;ewere were lnetrueted to prebe beyend the type of eteree—

typed reepgnee which ;e cleeeleally eeteger;zed ee "eurvelllenee"'

L
= i .

(1.e.; "to f;nd out what is geeng on in the werld"). When
- . 1
'anelyzed, these 1ﬁterv1ewe yielded epprexlmeteiy 400 firgt-person

etetements about how theee Peeple used the. 1nfermet1en they got

about the. presidential. eampeign from network evening news
pregremei These 400 etetementérwefe independently sorted into

[ N S L,
categories by thfee“reeeereherei23




s,
"

;'?Sgﬁeﬁfeén hypathe i' ed use’ aﬁd avaldance gateg@fles

. emerged from the sertlng prceedure-:;f 'AE Y

1. ‘Para-saclal Inferactlan (w;th the candldates and -
families) - :

+2,. Time Filler (or hab;tual and/cr rltuai uséﬁ

" 3. Conversation-Play (used ‘only for the purposes’ cf

, social facilitation) ~

4, anversatiénﬁiersuESEQn (trylng to 1nf1uence

. another person's vote) :
5. General . Vote GBuidance (a ncn-sp321flc or general( :
: use fpr vote guidance) - .
. 6. Issue Vote Guidance (a. spec;f;c use w1th emphas;5' ~ .
on candidates'stands on issues)

7. - Perso al;ty Vote Guidance (a speciflc use w1th
‘ emphasis on the candidates' personalities)
8. Dramatic Entertainment (cangentratlng on the
excitement of the elecdtion race) )
9. Comedy Entertainment (finding: peiltlcs or. the '

idates amusing)

j rcementaPartlsanshlp (or exlstlng PGlltlcal
ion or belief)

raemént Pallt;cal Alienatlon (cf negative

12, 'Reihféj
. I I Reinforcement- Negatlva Netwark News VlEWS .
- . 14, Avoidance-Partisanship (because vote decision made)
15, -Avoidance-Political Alienation (because of dlSllkE

: for polities) . P .
16. Avoidance- NEgEt;VE Network News Views. -
17. - Avoidance-Relaxation (because the individual

prefers relaxation)
’ ~
. No surv3111ance funetion, aébsuch, emerged from the sorting

_praqedure; The more specific eategarlcal»pracedure allowed for
successful definitians of gratifigaticns which went heycnd the

andvgratlflcatlg?s researchers as "surve1llancea"' =£
An instrument was devised whigh»cantaineé tﬁrEE‘siatemants
for eachgaf,the l7,h§pothééizéd use or avoidance categories;
resulting in a total 51 stateﬁentsa Thé three statements which
deflned ea:h catégary are shown in Table l. Each ifem was

scaredvan a seven paint leert -type scale w1th pole labels of

o o

k=
.



“strangly agree“ and "strgngiy dLEEgrEE-;

isfafeﬁents, the.

Iﬁ addlt;an té the use and avcldance

' gue%t;anﬁalre eaﬁtained a number af Apider denf measures whlch
jr 'J.z 2 . .,.
ﬂave beeﬁ shawn tc be useful ;n explalninsvpélltlcal Partlc;pa-

flan-f These varlables can be!prgken dawn 1ntc a numbar ef

7 gI‘QLLES . 2“7' ! e
u ,) . . \.e"

Pal;t;eal Interesf Varlables' Hllbrath faund tggt pegple '

wha were more 1nterésted 1n pciiflcs, mare 1anl ta ‘a éertaln
party, canéldafe or pclitieal phlloséphy were more 11kely tc
parfieipafe 1n pcl;ticé.zs Five pcl;t;cal interest ‘measures

were used.here- l) gree of Interest;—a measure of ;nteregf in .

_the presldenfial electian campa;gn, 2)Cancgrn fér 0utecme——

] measurlng hcz much the person cared about whg won the pres;den—

to whleh a persan ElESSlflEd h;mself as a Democrat or Republican
B 5
(or other pagty member) M)Strengfh af’Lean;ggf-maasurlng the

) {

3 degree to which a PEPEDR classlfied hlmself as b21ng for elther

Egarter ‘or Ford, and 5)L1beral/CQnservat1ve Streng =-measﬂr1ng

w!EhE degree to which a. Persan classlfled himself aWay from

mlddle cf the read and tcwards e;ther leeral or Censervat;ve.

Cammun;catlan Expasure Varlables-' Mrlbrath has cited. study

after study in sgbstantlatlng the ganarallzatlcn that "the mcre

Eflmull abaut PDllt;EE the greater the depth of the

particlpatlcn n26 Cemmun;catlan varlables used in thls Etudy
vwe; the amaunts ﬂf 1)Television Viewing, 2)Telev1sign News

iViewing, 3)Radio News Listeping, 4)Newspaper Reading,

5)Newsmagazine Reading, and 6)Interpersonal Discussiéngﬂméasﬁﬁing







)
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Q the fréquenzy with which a person talked about politics with

LY

a

Demographic Varlables‘\\Mllbrath has genéral;zed that perscns

with more educatlon, higher occupational status, and. greater ~
income are more 1iké1y to participaté in politics, as are middle
aged persans more than younger or older pérSOﬂS.27 ‘Meaéures

- used in the p:esent study incduded: 1)EduGation, Z)Dééupaticn,
3)Socio-Economic Neighbcrﬁood;'and 4)Age, 28 |

Psychaloglcal Involvement Variables Two measures of

psychslag;cal 1nvolvement in polltlcs frgquéntly used in pre-
dic 'n- political participation were used in this study !

1)Political Efflcacy!sas measured by the Campbell Political

" Efficacy Scale?® determines the degree to which a person believes

he has\ the power and control necessary }o be effective in his

relatighship with the political environment, and 2)Political

Cynicism--as measured by the Agger, Gpldstein and Pearl

-PéllflEal Cynicism Scalega taps the degree éf leitlcal ‘distrust

and alienation. High p@litical efficacy and low political

v cynlc;sm hava been shown to predict high po olitical part;c1pat1@n.31

PG};E&;al Activity Variable: Finally, a scale adapted from

3y

i

Milbrath provided a straightforward measure of a person's actual

i iﬁvalvement in politics; it is simply the sum of the n;mber of a
person's political a;tivitiés.az
Sg?gli?g;’ A stratified random block sampling procedure was
used in @bfaiﬁing 226 interviews with persons of voting age in

the Cedar Rapids, Iowa area,aa Graduate mass communications




1976, a date wHich Wasﬁﬁearly twaAweeks befc;a the firét’debate
between then-presidential candidates Gerald Ford and Jimmy
Carter. | v ‘ o

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The 51 use and‘avcidance statements were factor analyzé!.
using a prigéipal components solution with varimax (orthogonal)
, rotation. A six factor solution aécéunted for 52.6% of the
variancé in tﬁé c@r?elati@n matrix while meeting the minimum
féctaring criterion of anigiéenvalue greater that 1.0 and
where each factor obtained had at least three items with a
loading greater than .5D. The varimax rotated factor matrix
appears in Table 1. Weighted factor scores were computed for
‘each subject in the ;ample on each of the six factar$.34  Each
of the six factor scores.was used as the dependent variable iqﬁ
a series of stepwise multiple regression analyses in order to
determine which combination of the independent é@éial and

"psychological predictcré of political participation provide the
o

: L : c i
best explanation of each factor.3® A summary of the regression
‘equations for each factor appears in Table 2.

Factor I--Avoidance: This factor, clearly tapping the most

potent dimension of political news use in the sample population,
clusters together statements from a variety of hypothesized
avoidance categories. Although there are some pciitiéal reasons
for avoidance (e.g., "nothing would change my mind on ﬁcw I'm
going to vote" and "my mind is al%eady made up"), the main reason
for avoidance appears to be a felt need for relaxation. The

most imparfant statements defining the factor indicate a prefer-

ence for "watching television programs that will entertain me,"

Ly
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and ‘a feeling that "I am not much/iéteresfed in polities." and

+"I've seen too much of it (politics) already." When the coverage

~of the ﬁresidentiai campaign on network news is watched rathér

4

- tRan avoided it is seen to be "nothing special to me, it's like

- anything else, it just fills time." Not syrprisingly, the
regression analysis on this factor score shows that lack of
interest in the ﬁresidential eampaigﬁ is clearly the best pre-
dictor of this type of avoidance. 1In aéditié;; a low degree of
p@lftical activity, lack of concern over the outcome of the
election, and a high degree of political cynicisﬁ‘chagag;érize
peéple who are high avoiders of political news on telgvisicn.

Factor II--Conversation: This straightforward factor

. 7 ) o . . . -, s . p
appears to be based 1n a need for social interaction and ex-

emplified the use of political information as a means ﬁp facilitate
that need. . Items loading highly on this factor indicate the
use of présiéential éampaign coverage on network news "as a
starting point in conversation with others," as a'way "to help
me talk about my opinions ab@ﬁt the candidates and issues," as
help in "supporting my viewpoints when I talk to other people,"
and as "a good tQi?g to talk about" with other people. Whiie
the factd® structure does little to distinguish the hypothesized
categories of conversation for play purposes and conversation
for persuasion purposes, it is most closely linked with inter-
personal discussion of politics with friends and family in the

regression énalysisi In addition, people with high factor

P
=)

scores on this conversation factor are strongly interested

the presidential campaign, tend to be younger, read few

b
o
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newsmagazines, and identify strongly with a political party. .

Lo#

Fgg;;g,i;;fiPafééSpsialri@tgractiqngf This factor is clearly

g

dés;riptive'cf a dimension far more complex than the first two
factors. The two items loading most highly on the factor indicate
that some people feel strongly that campaigniécverage on the
network evening news “ié‘thé most important thing I have in
making up my mind about how I wili vote" and further, "is hard

to ignare when I go to vote because they (network news programs)
give me so much more information than anywhere else." While

these two items indicate a gré&at dependence on network news
programs as a é@urcé of information for vote guidance purposes,
and as such may describe a socially desirable manifest function

4 ,
operant with this orientation, they may fail to, accurately gauge

the undgflying need linked to %he‘pa%enti@lly more important
latent fgé;ti@ﬁ described within the factor structure. The two
items nei;”higbest in loading on the faétér ﬁéy be meré-impértant
in assessiﬁg the underlying need. They state that by watching
campaign coverage on network news "I can feel like the presi-
dential candidates are talking diréc€i§‘té me" and "I like to
think I'i really taking part in the campaign." These items
suggest that this type of media use is séatéd in the need for
'invaivement; or what Hopton and Wohl have described as "para-
social interaction" farkpéaplé who "consider thatﬂthey are
involved i% face-to-face exchange rather than in passive obser-
vat. on."36 High para-social interactors are particularly
distinguishable by their tendency to be 1&@ in political cynicism

and extremely interested in the presidential campaign. These
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people also tend to live in the lower gaeié—ec@nsmic neighbor-
hoods and have little education and éé%respcnding%? read news-
- magazines and listen to radio newscast% infrequently while
‘Giewinggzzﬁevision comparatively then,é i

Factor IV--Surveillance: All of the items which ﬁere'used

in the hypatheslzad use category . of Re;nfarcemént of PGElthE

Nétwark News Views léaded most highly on this factor, showing

a general trust of network news as a source of information about
f

:the éampaigni In adéitién, the factor defines the desire for

"an easy way. . . to keep up with the presidential campéign
without much effort" by giving "an appértunify‘to get a éu;ck

look at how the candidates for President stand on certain issues."
The type of media use described by this factor is a angleﬁera—
tion of a number of infcrmatiqnﬁsegking ahd reinfcregmenf |

elated hypothesized categories. Thus, the ‘result is very

gimilar to Lasswell's classip surveillanece funetion and is rooted

in the need fcr‘gacd, quick’ reliable information that can be
trusted. Similar to FacYor III, this factor can be seen as 3Gta
guidance; however, as two of the three hypothesized Issue Vote
Guidance statements load hgéhést on the factor, it clearly has
more of an information-seeking ratﬁér=than personal involvement
d%?énsian to iti The regression analys;s shows that a high.
degfee of political efficacy is most strongly linked to a . high
surveillance factor score. In addition, advancing age and a
comparatively high level of education combined with little

‘commitment to either Liberal or Conservative ideology and little

political cynicism are related to using television news for



Issue Vote Guidance. i ¢ < S}

Egégariyséznpgfiginmgnt: All three of the items defining 4 33

the hypathésized Comedy Entertainment use category-had their

hlghést lgadlngs on Factcr V. Persons with high factor scores
o

on thls faetor fcund the prés;dEﬁtlal candidates "very amusing

4
to watch," -"got a good laugh watchlng" them, and likened

teley;s;an;' Underlying the fact@f seems to be a clear need
for entertainment, play and énjé;mént_ Not surprisingly, the
predicts a high entertainment factor score. These cynics also
tend to be highly pa rtisan. Considering the high degree of;
political cynicism linked to thiasfﬁctor, highly partisdn péoplag
using political news for entertainment purposes may have been
trying to make the bestxéut of what seems é frustrating (apd

g unentertaining) situatinn; the political drama they, watch on
netwark news 1is fraﬂsfafmeg into a camedy of errors.

- Facf@r VI——Selecflv;ty Thg two s%aféments loading highest

on Factor VI descflba a lack of attentlcn to campaign cavera%e
because "I already know who I will vote for" amd because ™
M"everything I see backs up. . . who I am going to vote for as

President." The factor seems to be based in a need to be .

consistent through avaidiﬁg or distorting conflicting iriformation.

t1v1ty factor can be explained by a strong degree @f partigaﬂs -
b

ship, political activity and leaning to a particular candidate (

as well as a tendency to be low in television news viewing,

radio news listening, and newspaper reading.

[

)
L



CONCDUSIONS |
%E/At the outset of this study, it was noted that thége is

é ’ ' ‘ . 5

need to come to a more thorough understanding of the use and

avoidance orientations which are relevant to political-communi-

cations. Among chér'%hings, the previauséggsearch shows an

undue reiiaﬁce.gn and questionable applicatian of the Blumler

and political systems-

While the results from this study, like those from Becker's3’

initial re- assegsment, are-largely consistent with the Blumler
and McQuail findings, some potentially important insights have

been'gaiﬁad through the use af more extensive open=-ended preli;

P
G

:anentc:ry of relevaﬁt items for testing. 7@1" ;Lnstance, ‘at first
glance, the emergence of a large avoidance factor seems to ];\E, .
at best, canfaundlngi In contrast to Be;kar's suggestions that .
"r;spondents seem tg be able to recégnizévéﬁ.appiicable gratifi-
cation wheﬁiasked about it specifically, but not volunteer suchi
infgfmatianﬁaa in-an open-ended quéétigqnaire, the fésults'hére
stiggest that just the Gﬁpasita;may:begtrge-: The hypothesized
;§v§idance categories used in:this study attémgted to discriminate
| ém@hg a number of éifferent reasons for avoiding p@litiéal.madia
However, when the statements were put in questionnaire form, it
apparently became impossible for respondents to make those same

dlscr;minat;cns reliably. ‘z .
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. isfund@ubtad;y attributable to the power of factor analygéé as

| a data reduction techﬁique, secondary factor analyses were |
attempted on only those itéms which had their primary 1Qadingé
on Factor I in an attempt to discover the underlying dimensions

within the avoidance factor. A number of different factor 4

=

analytic methods and solutions were attempted, but the results

distinct from positive gfatificatiéné,"qa they provide little

clarification about the differing reasons people may have for
!

e

avoiding political news. The only conclusion which can be

tentatively drawn here is that some people do net distinguish

clearly among theis reasons for avgiding politichl news, but
instead will use any excuse for their lack of i;terest and sub-
sequent avoidarice of political iﬁfarmati@ng Tﬁis'explanaﬁiaﬁ is

“ c@nsiétént Qith Hymaq and Sheatsley'sul notiéﬁ Sf,thevchraﬁi:
"kn?w!ngthiﬁgs_" Coupled with Becker's report of heavy endorse-
ment of avepidance items, thé findings here suggest a strong need
to begin understanding more ¢learly the role avoidance orientations
play in the acquiéitién of reliable’inf?rmatién éa be used in

voting decisions by those people who aré cémparatively uninterested

in p@litics. . . '
Clearly more interafted in politics in general and the
presidential race in particular wére those people who rated high
on the conversation and para-social interaction factors. The
finding;, however, indicate a difficulty in differentiating 'j
between conversation for:play purposes andéf@r persuasion puﬁg%sasg

These two hypothesized uses are confounded in Factor II. Apart

4
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o ’ , I
from their high interest in politics, the régressigﬁ‘analysis on .
the factor suggests that people who talk about polities, for

whatever réasaﬁ, tend to be the younger more committed party
‘members who have developed a-deaidéd preference for one of the
presidential candidates."? Given these relatigngﬁips, there i
seems to be a strong relationship between viewing to facilitate
conversation and persuasive‘intant-

In using a more lengthy and hopefully more sophisticated
categorical scheme to measure gratifications relevant to political
news, it became possible to make some potentially Liseful dis- - o

N 3 = = o= o l’is—li ' .
tinctions about what kind @fisurveillancéggratlflcatisns are most

relevant to different types of people étteﬁpting fa makara vote ‘ gi
decision. : Beckér has noted that while surveillance as a more .
general information-seeking state and voée guidance as a more
specific information-seeking motive linked to a vote decision are
conceptually quite different, the results show that surveillance
vand vqte guidance statements are typically empirically inter-
twined."3 Thgﬂsesplts from this study confirm cnce*agéinithat

this is the caéeg but at‘the same time suggest that the more

crucial differénéé exists not between survejllance aﬁd vote guidance,

;/'but between different types of vote guidance which have surveillance

as fhéif general base. | |

Both the Para-social Interaction factor and the Surveillance

factor define vote guidance functions. By using many items

uﬁé@veg some of the more latent functions of political media use.
If statements defining para-social interaction had not been

"buried" within a large instrument it may not have been possible

Dy
A"’fL
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to get any measure of the importanée it plays in vote guidance,
When the question is put in a straightforward manner, not many
people are likely to admit to interacting wit@ﬂnetwg%k news'

! .
portrayals of the presidential candidates "as if they were on

friendly terms with them, or as if they could staﬁd in for a
real persan vl People who rank high on para-social interaction
. believe that they need the polltlcal éavefage on network news
in order to make a goéd vote decision and, further, believe by
watching this coverage that the presidential candidates are
talkinédiPEétiy to them. Since feeling)m&ra personally involved
with the candidates helps these people make a vote decition, it
) . -
very likely may be that viewing political news for para-social
inter tlDﬁ‘iS simplykaﬁ instance pérsanality vote guidaneé ;hiéh
is demonstrative, of an affective style of information-seeking
about the caﬁdidatési The results from the regression analysis
suggaét that televisieﬁ news is sérving an important vote guidance
' functién for a group whose mémbéré are ccmparétivel§ p@érgz
uneducated, and ﬁ@ngregdérsﬁ Without television news, thlS group
( could éasily=Fégomé disconhected from polities. It may be, then,
that television is keeping a group of people interested in politics
who would not be interested if infm*ms@i@ﬁ wére more difficult to
come by.
s Differing from the Para=-social Interaction factor, the
vote guidance characterized by the Surveillance factor is based
on the reported issue stances of the presidential candidates.
Thus, it seems to emphasize the seeking of factual information about
candidates' issue stands rather than the seeking of involvement with
‘the candidates, as is the case with the Para-social Interaction

L S &
P p !
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T factor. {in contrast to Para-Social Interaction, the issue vote
guidance indicated in the Surveillance factor suggésts a cognitive
style of information éeekiﬁg'ébouf the presidential candidates.
fhis notion is reinforced by the finding that those who tend to
be strongly attuned to this special type of surveillance
orientation also téﬁd to be the more highly educated and politically
efficacious people who are typically highly éxposed to political
news through a variet& of media sources. This type of person m§§
véry simply be better equipped to think in 4 comparative way and

.~ Mmake sense of tﬁe issue stands of the candidates, and thus, be
able to incorporatg the issue vote guidance from network news
programs into a vote decision. Contrasting this with character-
istics of Para-Social Intéractian seekers, the results from this
 study suggest that the‘impertaﬁt distinction to be made is not. the

. one betwéen Yote guidanee and surveillance but rather the @ﬁe

between cognitive and affective styles of information seeking.

The finding that the viewing of political news was serving
a coherent entertainment fﬁﬁéti@ﬁ for certain types of politically
cynical paéﬁlé is not in itself surprising. That high entertain-
ment seeking viewers of political news wouly find watching the

presidential candidates amusing, laughable, and much like

point of view on the paiifzcal process. However, the discovery
*  of this type of entertainment, dimension has no precedent in the

previous uses and gratifications research. In some part the

finéing is again due to the expansive nature of the instrument,

and gives further credence to the idea that it is indeed

‘)

-
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possible to empirically verify some of the more latent functions
(or in this éaséj;systemié dysfundtions) associated with pcliticai
media use. To what degree this finding is peculiar to the 1976
presidential race is not elear..»N§nethelass, the functional
%1exibility that media use offers can be seen in the idea that
politically gynicai people who are in the cognitively troublesome
position of having a relativelj strong commitment to a political
party while hav%ng extreme difficulty supporting their (or any
other) party's éandidate are 1ikely to see some sardonic humor iﬁ
the political news on television. Clearly, this orientation
demands a bending of media use to these pécﬁie's needs.. Some
peepie ére able to perceive humor in what is cléarly an uzhumorcus
political situation and at least to some extent are amused by the
apparent irony of their predicament.

This bending of media to meet one's own needs is also seen
in the Selectivity factor, although in a much more clear cut
demonstration of an attempt maintain cognitive consistency. It
is not completely clear wﬁﬁthar this type of criEhtatién centers
around a positive gratification seeking strategy which would tend
to reinforce partisan beliefs and candidate leanings or is a
selective avoidance strategy aimed at bypassing conflicting in-
formation. To samé!degree, both strategies are operant in the

orientation. While some of the statements which best describe

the factor are more illustrative of reinforcement rather than
avoidance, it can be inferred from the fégressicn analysis that
the factor is more suggestive of an avpidance orientation. While
the factor score is positively 1inke§ to relatively high political
activity and high committment to both party and candidate, it is

Q . [ TN
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very clearly predicted by low levels of media news cansﬁmpti@ﬁ;
’mest'natieéably by infrequent television news viewing. It seems
that this type of orientation is very likely descriptive of a-
more clearly defined subset of the avoidance orientation suggested

in Fact?% I. The main difference between the two orientations is

that the first Avoidance orientation is descriptive of an avoidance

cynicism while the Selectivity orientation/demonstrates a more

reasoned avoidance of political news by éitype of person who is
, € ’ -~ L
often more politically active, more partisan, and more strongly

cémmittedita a particular candidate. %
While the results from this study ‘do largely reinforce the

idea that the initial Blumler and McQuail conceptualization of

political uses and gratifications is indeed still relevant, the

m\

findings, at the same time raise serious issues concerning Becker's
potentially premature assessment that "the items developed by
Blumler and McQuail seem to cover adequately the range of relevant
motivations." The pféi§;§§§ry interviews indicated thatig veryi
wide range of orientationg could, with some patielcé, béjarticux
lated by respondents. Very often these responses wWent well
beyond the more ster&atyggd responses comnonly faulted by critics
Dfiﬂéés and gratifications research and allowed for some initial
definition of some of the more latent functions associated with
political news viewing.

While, as expected, these initial categories often Lruke
potentially useful latent characteristics of orientations found

in the earlier research. Perhaps more importantly, the inclusion
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of these items ali@wéd for some clarification of the traditi@ﬂai
c@néept of surveillance aﬁd a distinction between persa nality
and issue vote guldiﬁze as erentatlgns to palltical news .
Equally jmportant is the finding that para-social ;nteréctian is
intrinsically related to vote guidance and intéfest in the

campaign. This finding, combined with that wﬁich péiﬁfg to

Suggests that some 1atén¥, ocia 11y awkward, and possibly

systémléally dysfunctional gratlficgtiéns can be articulated by
respondents, and more impo ;taﬁtly, can be empirically uﬁdérstéad;
If we are to reach the point where we ' can have some faith in our
;flﬂdingg.ggncerﬁiﬂg the mediating role gratificafiaﬁé have in
media Effégts,rwe are going ‘to have a more thorough understanding
of just what gratifications are relevant té‘a certain phenomena.
We have just begun to scratch the surface in our detection of
gratifications fhat respondents, for whatever reakon, have some
reticence or inability to articulate. Clearly, there is still
much Péam for me hmdalu ical innovation which would allow for

a more ;LQéLiVE and clear understanding of people's orientations

to media.

2y
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- 251pia. |
261pid., p. 39.

‘271p5a., ﬁp. 110-141.

28The socio-economic neighbafhacd variable was used as an
indicant of income. It was estimated by the cost of homes in
the Cedar Rapids area. This was scaled from lower/lower middle

class to middle ciass to upper mlddle/upper class. -
L

2QAngus Campbell Gerald Eurln, ‘and Warren E. Miller, The
Voter Decides (Evaﬁsten, Il11. RQW? Peterson' and Co., 1954

PP.

] 3QRcbert E Agger, Hafshall N. Goldstein, and Stanley A.
Pearl, "Political Cynicism: Measurement and Mean;ng," Journal of

vPolltlcs, 23 (August 1951)‘ 477- SDE. -

25
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g 32The pallti&gl actlvity varigbla was campased by summing
the number of the fellewing activities the . respondent had. aetually
- done:. vcting, political d;scussicn, attempted to .talk another :
- person’ into voting a certaln way, worn a political button or
put -a eampaign sticker on’ car, made a: mgnetary,gantrlbut;an to.

¢ - party or candidate, attended a political meeting or' rally,

.. ‘.atterded a political caucus, solicited pélitical funds, ‘been a
candidate for palitieal afflae.r, o

33Randam blaﬂks were chosen frem eaeh of the three sae;@—
economic neighborhoods. Eight blocks were ‘sampled from the -
- lower/lower middle class neighborhoods, ten blocks were sampled
‘from the middle class: neighborhoods, and four blocks sampled from

" - the upper middle/upper class neighborhoods. Interviewers went

““éleckwise ‘around ‘the blaek area attempting ‘an iﬁterview ‘at each

" “house.

quee subpr@gram FACTOR irn SPSS: Statlstleal ‘Package far the
Sgclal Ffaoiences, 2nd ed., eds. Norman H. Nie , C. Hadlai Hull,.
Jean G, Jenkins, Karln St21nbrenner, and Dale H. Bent (New chk
HeGraw-H;ll, 1975) : .

' 355&& subprcgfam REGRESSION 1n SPSS.,

y ssncnald Hoxrton and'R._Rlchard Wohl, "Mass Communication
and Para-Social Interaction," Psychlaffy, 19 (Spring 1956,
256, ’

37Becker, pp, L 73.

381bid. |

39This is discuséed~in greater lenéth by'Wenner, PP. 182-187,
uoBeeker, P. 72-,

"%lHerbert H. Hyman and Paul B. Sheatsley, "Some Reasons Why

- Information Campaigns Fail," in The Process and Effects of Mass

‘Ccmmun;cat;an, eds, Wllhgr Schramm and Donald F. Roberts (Urbana,
Ill.,: University of Illinois Press, 1971), pp. 4uB8-u466.

Y2While the beta coefficient. for strength of leaning to a
particular presidential candidate is only .07, the simple
correlation between strength of leaning and the conversation
factor score was a comparatively strong .23, p £ .01l. o

uaEeeker,’p; 71.

g&Dgnis McQuail, Jay G, Blumler, and J. R. Brown, "The
Television Audience: A Revised. Perspect;ve " in Sociology of

Mass Cammun;catlcns, -ed, Denis HcQuall (Hafmcﬁdswarfh ‘Ehgland
Pengu;n‘_1972), p. 158.




presldentlal caﬂdldates on the nefwcrk avenlng naws.

L19

.. . Factop Loadings®

-.Para-sacial Intarant:an _ A _ - "7 ' S N

. Hhan I wateh sampgign caverage ﬁn the netwark news, I llkE' | >s.3D" .22 56 .19 -,13 .21
= to think I'm really taking part in. the campaign."' e ST e .
The campaign coverage on the network ‘evening news. is - : = U7 . J37 40 .25 -,12 -,01
__important to me because it leti me get invalved in . N E -

_ . the electiomn” prccesa.s ' ’ . . L o

By watching the campaign zaveraga on the netwcrk news, I =021 .31 .61 .08 =-,16 ~.12
can feel like the. preaidgntlal eandldates are talklng» , ) e
direetly to me.r‘ o

: - i 5 ,,\ : ) i ) o B ) o : - = :

_ I watEh thegcavera e cf thg pres;dential campajgn on’ the .52 .13 =-,00 =-,00 -.14 ~,06 -
network news just beécause. it happens to be on Wlth . o * ‘ -

. - the rest of the news. . T - - - A L.

Watch;ng the presldential eampaign cQVErage on the netwcrk‘ ' «70° =.16 =,11 =,24 ° .19 .19,

- evening news .is nothing special to me, it's.like _ : : o

'+ anything else, it just. fills time.. - . e P e,

The pres;dentlal candidates aren't very 1nterest1ng t6 me, W51 =,21 04 -,02 .29
but 'I watch the campaign ccyerage on the netwark news- R ' - '

. anyway, I dan’t really knaw why;- . ,

Cenversaflaanlgy T | - : .

I use the information 1 get abaut the pres;dentlai -.17 .73 .08 .02 -,15. ~,06
‘campaign on the network as a start;ng pa;nt in: ' L B :
conversation with other people. DR Lt

The: coverage of the pres;dentlal campalgn on the nefwark =.17 72 .17 .21 .10 .07
news is a good thing to talk about with -pther people. . L o A

I enjoy talk;ngitc people about what I've seen about the =.25 .72 - ,15 . .04 - ,0u .15

31




;5Canversntian-Persu_siﬁh\i wf; i;f§;»:§:f¢'j4:{ Cie ot

:’ :N§thrk news ragrgﬁa ‘give . ma the kind of infcrmatian I

" “can’use in gupporting my'viewpoints when I talk to
.. _ .. other people about the preaidential chndidates.
"I use the information ‘that I get about' the presidential
" . campaign from network news ‘to help me talk’ abaut my;"
- opinions about the candidates and- issues. :
. on netwark nevws prngrams, I watch ‘the’ candidate I ‘am L
-0 "supporting .for President so- that I'Qan tell cher =
paaplg more abaut hlm. : R . L

Geﬂeral che Eu;dancg f'

.“Wlthbut thg qu;ek summarlee af the president;al eampa;gn\
. on ‘the network evening news, I don't know how I

. 'eeuld make a-good decision on“how to. vote. '

. The campaign coverage on ‘the network evening news is the
 most 'importaht thing I have.in making up my ‘mind

: about how I will vote. for PPEEldEﬂf.v g
*f=Pres;dentlal campaign. egverage on network news programs
‘ is hard for me to ignore when I go to vote because
. .they glt? me so mueh mg?e anfﬂrmatlan than anywhere
else._, _ , . ,

'Issue Vate Guldancl

The campaign covef on the ‘network. news helps me find
out which Gf e prSLdentlal caﬁdldates has the
: - same views .on the isgSues as I do. o
‘The campaign coverage on the network evening news - lets .
’ . me see whether or not presidential candidates, are
‘can51stent on the 1ssues fram one day to anafhari

ta get a qulek 1Q§k at hcw the candldates for
president stand on certain issues.




k i,f}raétpEfLQQéiﬁgS?;V;},f

Crarocamk v vl Cvn .

Persenality Vete Euidance . : e o o L T R
j,'I watéh thg,aampaign cavera e on netwqu news - to flnd T 0 w30 - .29 ,39 .35 .06 .00
~, : ,out ‘aboyt the parsonal ties af the pres;dgnt;al N R
. " " candidates. = _;'d o s o -
When I watch campalgn r&parts on the’ netwark news, I am L =.30 .35 . ,28. . .42 . ,20 =.07
. looking for a Eandidate I can have cenfidence in e T
- -ag-a.person. - - wl T T L ; '
%,watching the campa;gn caverage on ‘the netwerk nevs ' 51VEB T = 1l 0,17 25 .40 -,08 o1

., me in31ghts into what k;nd Qf peaple the pres;dentlal
AT eandldatea are- ‘o ‘ o

-lDramatia Entgrtaigment

I enjgy-watching the presldentlal candldates battle qt Co=18 .30 s ~,21 11
" .. out on the nétwork evening news. . . o " ) . o o ,
I watcly’the campaign reports on the, network news to T =230 .33, ..21. .37, .18 .19
‘epjoy the excitement of an eiect;aﬁ race, . : ] ~ ‘ - : T
I like' to watch the campaign coverage on the netwcrk ‘ WA .07 .33 -,09 .22 .18
’ evening news to see all the mudsl;ng;ng by the e o . v coouT el
Pre31dent1a1 cand1dates.~ : ) o ' - o

A

.!Cémeéy Entertainment .

. The prsaidentmal candidates are really very amusiﬂg to . .10 1,06 !.DE,-E;DE . .68 .31
' "~ watch -on the network evening news, - S

I get a good laugh watching the pres;dentlal campalgn on _;uz -,02 -,01 z-;uga, .69 =-,09
: .the network evening news. L o o S :
For me watchlﬁg the coverage of the pr251dent1al : ' 51 =05 =.07=.24 52 =,21
campalgn on network news programs is just like - L : Co T
, watchlng a cpmedy program on televis;cn.
. : : (ﬁﬁ;ﬁ
335
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I‘temg o

”,Reinfuraement-?artisanship

B ¢ watch gampaign ﬂsparts oh netwark news pregrams to, w05 7,32
. ‘remind me of my. candidate's strang points. ... B S
Everything I see on’ the campaign coverage on the. network - - .10 ,19°

_evening news backs up, the decision I have already '

..t made abbut who T ‘am gaing to vote for-as ‘President. =~ =~ . <

I wateh my candidate for President en the network .~= = =~ -,16 .37

v evenlng news because I wanf to be sure I made. the
ij Plght deeis1qn.. . : ,

: : = :
: ReinfaraemantﬁPalitical Alienat;en o S A
i Since ‘none “of ‘the prasidentiai candidates ‘ean really be " .56 -,18
trusted, I don't know why the network news programs o ‘
spend so much time' covering what they have to say. : n
“It's hard for me to believe any pres;dentlal candidate .39 =,18
‘when I see them all making the same pram;ses on the e S o
. network news programs. o , -
Hateh;ng the coverage of the: presadential-eampaxgn on = - 51 =,10
» ' the network. evening news just proves to me that it -
daesn't matter who is elected Pres;dent. : :
Re;nfgrcgment-P351tive Netwcrk News Vlews '
WEteh;ng the network evening news is ‘an easy way for: me .01 .29
. to keep. up with the presldentlal campaign w;thaut Y
- ¢much effort. : s
‘Since the network news programs try ta be fair to all ﬁk =.12 .01
the pr331dentlal candidates, I feel I can trust o
, their campaign coverage when I watch'it, . )' ;
I watéh the campaign coverage on the network evening -.19 .05

" news because I know they do a good job.

Tra L o L .
Q D ) ) . ' ! - - [ %
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.32

.35

-,03

.55

—.07°
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-‘Factor’ Loadings®

LIV

,08° " .13
.07 .58
L07 .16
W45 10
M7 .07
w2l =13
.00 =.12
-.11 .03
-.00 ~-.16
-




_uReinfgrcameﬂt—Negativa Netwark News Views j"ag°

The campa;gn cgveraga .on the netwark even;ng news is
= really ‘a waste of time for me because all they
7 _ghow is ‘the Eand;dates smiling and shaking hands.
Since network news ‘programs are. véry biased, I know I
“can't trust their eaverage of the pres1dentia1
_campaign when-I' watch it.

When I watch' the: campaign csverage on -the netwark news,

I dgn't find it very useful because “the reporters
don't reaily tell you anyfhlng. _— f

B

,Ayaidange-Partisgnship ,u”;fwivm,,a'_v’

I avoid watching campaign eaverage on the network newa!‘

because my mind is already made up dbout who I -

. “will vote for in the presidential election.

.Since .nothing I could see on ‘the campalgn coverage on
the network news would change my mind on how I'm
going to vote for President, I dcn't watech that

- part of the prﬁgram. : :

I don't pay attention when the pres;dent;al campalgn ‘
coverage comes on the network néws because I
already know who I will vgte for.

&

AVGidaﬂcE—PGlL cal Allenatlon

I don't watch the coverage of the presldentlal campalgn o

on network news becauae I've Seen tce much of . 1t

already. _
I avoid watching the pre51dentlal campaign coverage on

~the network news because I am not much interested:
in polltlcs.

Since the presidential candldafes are always trying to
say -things that please everybody, I don't watch

- that part Ff netwark news programs. =, <
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-.09
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.06
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Table 1.--continued
Items 7 Factor Loadings@

| II IIT IV 'V

Bginfc?QEmggfsNegatiyg Network News Viewg

‘The campaign coverage on the network evening -news is . U441 -,31 -.28 =-.23 .37
really a waste of time for me because all they
show is the candidates smiling and shaking hands.

" 8ince network news programs are very biased, I know I .11 -,11. .06 -.66 . 36
can't trust their coverage of the presidential C o
. campaign when I watch it. - .
- When I watch the campaign coverage on the network news, .32 =-.26- .03 -.36 .08
I don't find it very useful because the reporters ’ : o ‘

don't really tell you anything.

 Avoidance-Partisanship

I avoid watching campaign coverage on the.network news , .62 =-,12 -.07 ~-.04 .04
because my mind is already made up about who I - :
) will vote for in the presidential ‘election.
Since nothing I could see on the campaign coverage on
the network news would change my mind on how I'm
going to vote for President, I don't watch that
.. part of the program. : .
I don't pay attention when the presidential campaign .50 -.03 -.05
coverage comes or the network news because I
already know who I will vote for.

.00 .06

w
I >
Sy

|

-
(-
L

§

-
(-
.-

]

.06 .06

_ @yaigénceéPoliticalwélienatiQ§: .

1
L
-
o
b

* don't watch the coverage of the pfesideﬁtial campaign .71 -.09 .. 29 .08

on network news because I've seen too much of it
" already. : :
avoid watching the presidential campaign coverage on .69 -.,24 -,05 =.07 .06
the network news because I am nqgt much interested : : :
. in politiecs. ’ ,
Since the presidential candidates are always trying to .59 -.10 -.08 -.27
" say things that please everybody, I don't watch
that part of network news programs. ‘

=
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Table 1,--continued - N P | ' .

Items : _ Factor Lcédingsa
I IT | III IV v
Avoidance- N%Egtlve Network News Vlews .
4}1‘%
I don' t watéﬁ the campaign caverage on the network newaﬂ ‘i‘ .61 -,10 -,13 -,38 , .06
because I know they don't présent enough ;nfﬂrmat;on
to make it worth my while. .
I don*t watch the campaign coverage on the network news .55 -,20 -,07 -.23 14
because I know they will not show anything that }
will be helpful to me.
I avoid watchlng the campaign coverage on the network .66 -,11 =-.11 -.12 .17
news because I know they keep repeating the same B
th;ngs over and over.
Avoidance-Relaxation
T try to avoid watgh;ng the coverage of the presidential .74 -.,18 -.09 =-.00 .04

campaign on the network news because I prefer
watch;ng television programs that will entertain me.
I don't watch the presidential campaign cﬂvarage on the «52 =-.03 =-.11 .05 .10
network evening news because it doesn't let me get o ’
away from my problems.
I don't like to watch the coverage of the pres 'dential .65 -.18 -.14 -.24 .22
campaign on the network news because it's no fun.

Percent of Total Variance 29.6 9.5 4.0 3.3 3.2

4The primary loading for each item is italicized.
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A Table 2.--Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses

— ——

Beta Weights for Factor

=1
SRS AR & S A A 4

DEETEE @f‘IntEfESt !iua ;20 !2D éIDB -g07 7.12

Concern for Outcome _ =. 14 .08 ~-,05 .09 -.03 .03

Strength of Partisanship .06 .10 ~=-g .07 .16 .15

1
=
=
]
[
=
L]
=
L

Strength of Leaning .13 .07 .01
Liberal/Conservative Strength .01 .01 =.07 <-.12 =-=-g =-.05
TV Viewing : : -.01 =.02 .11 . 0L .03 .08

TV News Viewing .07 .03 _0% .03 .09 =.17

Radio News Listening .05 -.02 =13 .10 -.02  -.1b

Newspaper Reading -.07 =-.07 =.15 ---g .12 -1k
.02

I
.
]
]

1
"
)
Loy

Newsmagazine Reading -.06 -.17 .05
Interpersonal Discussion .06 W22  =---g =.05 .06 ==-g

Education -,05 .01 -.11 .14 .03 -,04

]
lan]
Lo

1
po ]
~J
L]
Lae
L™
L]
Lo
b

Occupation .00 .07

Socio-Economic Neighborhood .07 .06 -.15 -.06 -.10 -.08

Age .09 -.18 .02 16 ---g .02

Political Efficacy .05 .05 .05 .26 -.05 .06
.11 .33 -.04

Political Cynicism .12 -.03 -.23

Political Activity -.1u -——g ~.09 -.07 .07 .15

Total Variance Explained (R?) 40.1% 25.0% 28.2% 19.0% 15.6% 14,9%

{ lDli

18,201, p
17,202, p € .01.
4.97, df = 16,203, p < .01.
2.97, df = 16,203, p & .01.

P

P

t

7.47, df
3.96, df

o
1 |
U}

i oL
W

2.35, df = 16,203, < .01.

2,09, df = 17,202, p < .01,

7 EMinimum F-level of .01 to enter equation not met; variable deleted
from analysis. '







